, Hipposideros lekaguli Thonglongya & Hill, 1974) in Thailand, and has added other species (Rhinolophus paradoxolophus, Myotis annectans, Pipistrellus cadornae) to the Thai fauna (Thonglongya, 1973 ; Hill & Thonglongya, 1972) . He was also responsible for the discovery in the collections of the Bombay Natural History Society of an undescribed genus and species of Indian fruit bat (Latidens salimalii Thonglongya, 1972 DIAGNOSIS. Similar in some respects to the Rhinopomatidae and to the Emballonuridae but second finger with one very short bony phalange, usually ankylosed to the metacarpal and with an equally short cartilaginous tip. As in these families the premaxillae not fused to surrounding or adjacent parts. However, they are united anteriorly to enclose a large anterior palatal vacuity and posteriorly to surround the narial aperture ; palatal branches short, solidly ankylosed throughout their length to form a posteriorly projecting, tapered spine extending across about one half or less of the anterior palatal vacuity which it thus divides into two posteriorly confluent foramina ; narial branches extending upwards to lie posteriorly on the surface of the maxillae and nasals as a thin, laminar, posteriorly rectangular plate, with no trace of a median suture, the inner margin of this structure forming a narrow, sub-tubular, anteriorly directed flange which borders the lateral 6-9-7-1 Walton & Walton (1970) and Vaughan (i97oa) have reviewed the structure of the skeleton among the families of bats and Slaughter (1970) has examined their dentition.
Smith (1972) In the graduation of the metacarpals, Craseonycteris differs quite markedly either from the Rhinopomatidae or from the Emballonuridae. In Craseonycteris the second metacarpal is the longest, the third the shortest, the fourth a little longer than the third and the fifth about as long as the fourth. In the Rhinopomatidae the second and third metacarpals are similar in length, the fourth considerably shorter, with the fifth longer and similar in length to the second and third. Among the Emballonuridae, the second is shorter than the third, the fourth yet shorter and the fifth the shortest : the tendency to shorten the fifth metacarpal in relation to the third and fourth is more pronounced among the larger genera. The relative wing proportions of many of the families of living Microchiroptera were studied by Revilh'od (1916, tabs. 1-5) (Table 3) is low, its wing, although long, being comparatively wide, a combination obscured in the index employed by Revilliod. More recently, the morphological properties of the chiropteran wing have been examined in some detail by Findley, Studier & Wilson (1972 (Quay, 1970 : They may also fulfil a similar function in the Nycteridae, Rhinolophidae and Hipposideridae but in these the premaxillae are represented only by their palatal branches and are cartilaginous in the two latter families.
Dentition
The dentition of Craseonycteris is very similar to that of Rhinopoma, with only a few relatively minor differences. The most obvious of these are the relatively larger upper incisors, the presence of a small antero-internal canine cusp, and the slightly further reduced condition of the third upper molar. Slaughter (1970 : 66) 
Humerus
Apart from the early study by Miller (1907) , the humerus of bats is discussed in considerable detail by Walton & Walton (1970 : 105), Vaughan (i97oa : 117 et seq.) and Smith (1972 : 16 At the other extreme, the Vespertilionidae, Mystacinidae and Molossidae have a large trochiter which extends proximally well beyond the head, there is a deep supraglenoid fossa and the humerus has a substantial deltoid ridge. The remaining families form an intermediate group in which these characteristics are developed to varying degrees . The proximal extension of the trochiter apparently provides a locking mechanism which restricts the action of the humerus (Smith, 1972 : 28) rather than a 'secondary articulation' or 'double articulation ' as Miller (1907) thought.
In Craseonycteris the trochiter is about as large as the trochin and extends proximally beyond the head of the humerus and a definite, deep supraglenoid fossa surrounded by the proximal part of a deltoid crest is lacking. Instead, the anterior part of the groove between the trochiter and the head of the humerus is deepened to provide a small fossa into which the supraglenoid tuberosity articulates. There is no deltoid ridge but the anterior face of the humerus is slightly elevated at the base of the trochiter, the elevation passing into a dorsal flange, and a similar ventral flange supports the trochin. The deltoid ridge is absent or very weak only in the Pteropodidae but in some Phyllostomatidae (Micronycteris, Glossophaga) and, among the Vespertilionidae in the Kerivoulinae, the deltoid crest is displaced dorsad, although only slightly so. The proximal end of the humerus in Craseonycteris thus differs sharply from those families considered primitive, and in the proximal extension of the trochiter approaches the Vespertilionidae. The lack of a definite deep supraglenoid fossa corresponds more closely to the allegedly primitive families, although the trochiter in Craseonycteris is separated from the head by a moderate groove with a shallow fossa, and the trochiter itself has small articular surfaces on its posterior face and on its ventral face opposite the humeral head. In Craseonycteris the head of the humerus is rounded, as in the Rhinopomatidae and in many of the other Microchiropteran families : it is elongate or oval in the Emballonuridae, Rhinolophidae, Hipposideridae and Noctilionidae, elliptical in the Megadermatidae and Mystacinidae and variable in the Phyllostomatidae.
Distal end of humerus
Certain features of the distal end of the humerus were employed by Miller (1907) in the familial classification of the Chiroptera. These included the size and position of the capitellum, the development of the lateral epicondyle or external condyle, of the trochlea or medial epicondyle and of the epitrochlea, sometimes called the internal condyle or medial process, and the presence or absence of an epitrochlear or distal spinous process. These structures are discussed in considerable detail by Smith (1972 : 16) , in relation to the New World families, and by Felten, Helfricht & Storch (1973) with some slight modification, is found in the majority of the families of Microchiroptera, but not in the Vespertilionidae or Molossidae. In these the principal part of the capitellum is angular or narrowed, and is tilted diagonally, a condition faintly foreshadowed in the Rhinolophidae and Hipposideridae, in which the otherwise spherical principal surface tends to be narrowed distally, or in the Nycteridae, where it is slightly oblique. The articular surfaces in Craseonycteris correspond closely to the first of these patterns and indeed closely resemble the pattern found in the Rhinopomatidae, most Emballonuridae and the Phyllostomatidae.
The displacement of the articular surfaces also varies between families. The capitellum in the Rhinopomatidae is slightly but distinctly displaced from the line of the shaft : it is similarly or more dorsally displaced in the majority of Microchiropteran families excepting the Emballonuridae, the Vespertilionidae and the Molossidae, although in some, such as the Noctilionidae and the Mormoopidae, as in the Rhinopomatidae, the degree of displacement is slight. In the Rhinolophidae and to a lesser extent the Hipposideridae the capitellum is widely displaced dorsally. In
Craseonycteris the articular surfaces are slightly removed from the line of the shaft as they are in the Rhinopomatidae.
Epitrochlea
The epitrochlea or medial process may display varying degrees of development and ventral extension.
In the Rhinopomatidae and for the most part the Emballonuridae, the epitrochlea is short and broad, the ventral portion sometimes curled : a similar process occurs in the Rhinolophidae and Hipposideridae. In the Nycteridae, Megadermatidae and Noctilionidae the epitrochlea is more massive and projects rather further ventrally : the Mormoopidae have a moderately developed epitrochlea, while among the Phyllostomatidae the epitrochlea varies from a relatively poorly developed condition to one displaying a moderate degree of development and ventral extension.
The small families Natalidae, Furipteridae, Thyropteridae and Myzopodidae have a broad but rather short epitrochlea. The Vespertilionidae and Molossidae present a sharp contrast in a small, undeveloped epitrochlea which projects ventrally only slightly beyond the lateral line of the shaft. The epitrochlea in
Craseonycteris is similar to that of the Rhinopomatidae, most Emballonuridae, or to those of the less developed processes found among the Phyllostomatidae.
Epitrochlear process This is the spinous process of Miller (1907) or the distal spinous process of Smith (1972 : 17) (Smith, 1972 : 19, fig. 4 ). In Craseonycteris the process originates from the tip of the epitrochlea rather than from its distal edge, and is removed from the trochlear rim. It is similar to the process found in the Rhinolophidae or Hipposideridae, or to the less advanced of the Mormoopidae. Vaughan (i970a : 130) Smith (1972 : 23) 
Scapula
The modifications of the chiropteran scapula are briefly discussed by Walton & Walton (1970 : 100) and by Vaughan (i97oa : 128) . The scapula in Craseonycteris has a number of relatively unmodified features : it is rather narrow, the supraspinous fossa is relatively large and lies in the same plane as the post-spinous part of the blade, the anterior flange is weak and the coracoid process is directed laterad. The infraspinous fossa, however, is quite strongly faceted, so that while in most respects the scapula resembles that of the majority of Microchiropteran families, in this feature it tends towards those in which the scapula is more specialized, such as the Molossidae, or Lasiurus or Miniopterus of the Vespertilionidae. This feature occurs also in Taphozous of the Emballonuridae, and, in this genus, in addition, the area of the supraspinous fossa is reduced, with a strong anterior flange. There is also in Craseonycteris a degree of articulation with the trochiter.
Fusion of lumbar vertebrae
In this respect, Craseonycteris resembles the Natalidae or the Furipteridae, also small, delicately formed bats. However, vertebral fusion occurs in some genera of the Hipposideridae and also in Kerivoula of the Vespertilionidae. As Miller (1907 : 182) pointed out, the feature is of no value in determining familial position. There is considerable variability in the structure of the head of the femur among the Microchiropteran families (Smith, 1972 : 29, 30, fig. 8 ) but the femur has a more limited value in familial classification than has the humerus, although this author found the Mormoopidae to lack well-developed trochanters, in contrast to the other families that he had examined.
A summary of the more obvious characters discussed appears in Table 4 .
SYSTEMATIC POSITION OF THE CRASEONYCTERIDAE
The new family Craseonycteridae resembles the Rhinopomatidae in some external features, some cranial characters and especially in the details of its dentition. In particular, the narial pad with rudimentary superior dermal ridge, the structure of the leading edge of the wing, the lack of calcarial support to the uropatagium, the swollen rostrum, the free premaxillae with prominent narial branch, the shape of the dental arcade and the architecture of the teeth themselves provide good characters in which it tends towards this monotypic family. At the same time, its unspecialized nostrils, large, independent ears, the tragus, the highly modified wing which contrasts sharply with the rather simple wing of the Rhinopomatidae, the lack of a tail and the features of the humerus, scapula and pelvis set it widely apart from the Rhinopomatidae. Although the new family has some features in common with the Emballonuridae, notably in the structure of the nostrils, the presence of rostral swellings and in the structure of the premaxillae which is clearly foreshadowed in some Emballonuridae, the Craseonycteridae differ widely from this family in many other features. Among these the tragus, the lack of a tail, the absence of postorbital processes and of basioccipital pits, the dentition and the organization of the shoulder joint seem particularly notable. Furthermore, the Craseonycteridae differ widely from the Emballonuridae in the overall structure and characteristics of the wing.
The Craseonycteridae differ so widely from the Nycteridae, Megadermatidae, Rhinolophidae and Hipposideridae that any close relation is most unlikely. There exist also wide differences from the Noctilionidae and Mormoopidae, especially in the form and structure of the rostrum, of the palate and teeth, and of the head of the humerus. As with all of these families, the premaxillae provide a major distinction between the Craseonycteridae and any of those remaining, although it also differs from these in numerous other features. However, in the structure of the humeral head the Craseonycteridae approach those families considered more advanced in this This author assembled the families delineated by Miller (1907) into superfamilies. Smith (1972 : 39) CUOlDl-lH S-SSec^8 -&3 Slaughter (1970 : 66) discussed the origins of the rhinopomatid dentition and pointed out that it could conceivably have taken origin from within the Emballonuridae.
However, the structure of the hypo-protoconal basins in the Rhinopomatidae indicated to this author that this dentition could derive directly from a superfamily prototype, or from incipient emballonurid stock, the latter seeming to him more probable. The conclusion that the dentition of the Rhinopomatidae derives at least from an ancestral prototype rather than from within the Emballonuridae is reinforced by the Craseonycteridae in which the rhinopomatid dentition appears, little changed, in a bat otherwise widely removed either from the Rhinopomatidae or from the Emballonuridae, and, indeed, much more widely removed from the Noctilionidae or Mormoopidae. The new family emphasizes the difficulties and dangers of inferring phylogeny from a variety of modern forms each of which exhibits a varying combination of different specializations and modifications in different degrees. All that can be said is that the Rhinopomatidae, Emballonuridae and Craseonycteridae had most probably a common ancestry. Miller (1907 : 81) regarded the Rhinopomatidae as the most primitive of living microchiropteran families, largely on account of the presence of two phalanges in the second digit, the free premaxillae and the primitive shoulder joint. However, there is much to commend the views of Winge (1923 : 267 ; 1941 : 310) who considered Rhinopoma, the sole representative of the family, to be rather isolated among living bats.
In many respects, he averred, it is highly specialized, as in its dentition, the form of the nasal cavity and the upper arm, while other features, such as the premaxillae and the presence of two phalanges in the second digit, indicated a primitive The Emballonuridae themselves are said by Miller (1907 : 84) 
